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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed on 12 August 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

On pages 13-18 of the remarks, the applicant argues that Tuomela "provides service to 
recognized users and specifically teaches providing no service, as a security feature, to 
unrecognized users" (see page 17) and that Tuomela "fails to teach or suggest the method of 
"enabling at least one of a predetermined minimum range of functions... when at least one of a 
biometric recognition failure occurs and operation by an unknown user occurs" (see pages 17- 
18). The examiner respectfully disagrees. As noted by the applicant, Tuomela teaches that "the 
user is unable to make any calls and/or access information stored in the memory" [emphasis 
added by the examiner] if the telephone's processor 20 outputs a signal indicating that there is 
no match. In other words, when Tuomela' s telephone fails to identify a user, the unknown user 
is (1) unable to make calls with the telephone, (2) unable to access information stored in the 
telephone's memory, or (3) unable to make calls with the telephone and unable to access 
information stored in the telephone's memory. When an unknown user is only prohibited from 
making calls, the unknown user is still able to access stored information. Likewise, when an 
unknown user is only prohibited from accessing stored information, the user is still able to 
make calls. Thus, Tuomela does teach the limitation of "enabling at least one of a 
predetermined minimum range of functions" when an unknown user is limited to only making 
calls, and the examiner maintains the 35 USC 102(e) rejection of claims 1, 3-7 and 17-20. 

On pages 19-20, the applicant further argues that Anzai also fails to the method of 
enabling a predetermined minimum level of functionality for unknown users. Though 
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Tuomela does teach the limitation as previously explained, Anzai also teaches the limitation. In 
Col. 8, lines 17-33, Anzai' s vehicle security system has a valet mode, wherein a vehicle owner 
selects the valet mode and gives a device with a pattern representing a fingerprint to a parking 
attendant. Per Anzai, the fingerprint pattern only enables the parking attendant to operate the 
vehicle for a limited period of time and prevents the parking attendant from unlocking the 
glove box or trunk. The parking attendant is an unknown user since (1) Anzai' s system is 
unable to determine the identity of the parking attendant from the fingerprint pattern on the 
device, and (2) the applicant fails to require that a user is unknown only if his/her fingerprint 
fails to be recognized. Hence, Anzai does teach "enabling at least one of a predetermined 
minimum range of functions. . .when operation by an unknown user occurs/' 

On pages 20-22, the applicant also argues that Harif and Harkin both fail to "cure the 
deficiencies of Tuomela and Anzai." However, as explained above, Tuomela and Anzai do 
teach the limitation of "enabling at least one of a predetermined minimum range of 
functions... when operation by an unknown user occurs." Consequently, the examiner 
maintains the 35 USC 103(a) rejection of claims 8-14, 21, and 29-34. 

2. In the Office Action mailed on 09 May 2005, the examiner took Official Notice in item 10 
that ovens having a light are well known and that 50-60° C (122-140° F) is a suitable temperature 
range for reheating prepared foods. Since the applicant did not traverse the examiner's 
assertions of official notice, the "well known in the art" statements are taken to be admitted 
prior art. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 15, 16, and 22-28 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 
21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 3-7 and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Tuomela et al. (US 6,792,287). 

Referring to claim 1, Tuomela describes a method for inputting control information into 
a mobile telephone and states that the method can be incorporated into domestic appliances 
such as ovens and washing machines (see Col. 6, lines 56-67). Tuomela's method comprises the 
steps of: (a) fingerprint recognition system 12 performing fingerprint identification/ recognition 
when a user places a finger on sensor plate 10 (see Fig. 2; Col. 3, lines 1-16 and 33-41; and Col. 6, 
lines 4-7); (b) associating the identified user with a user profile (i.e., assigning the user to one of 
several user profiles) based on the user's fingerprint (see Col. 5, lines 27-30 and 65-67; and Col. 

6. lines 1-4); and (c) enabling a predetermined minimum range of functions of the appliance 
when fingerprint recognition system 12 fails match the user's fingerprint (see Col. 5, lines 8-12; 
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Col. 6, lines 60-67; and Col. 7, lines 1-8). Because the user profile defines the range of functions a 
user has access to (see Col. 6, lines 1-7), the user profile indicates a user's authorization level 
(e.g., greater the range of functions, higher the authorization level). 

Regarding claims 3-5, Tuomela's method also includes the step of assigning and storing 
each user's user profile (see Col. 5, lines 65-67 and Col. 6, lines 1-7), in the appliance, as called 
for in claim 3. Per Tuomela, the user profile contains personal preferences (i.e., supplementary 
information) for each registered user and is activated when a user's fingerprint is recognized 
(see Col. 5, lines 65-67 and Col. 6, lines 1-7), as called for in claims 4 and 5. 

Regarding claim 6, as described in the context of using a mobile telephone, Tuomela 
teaches that personal preferences, which are based on a user's user profile, are activated in lieu 
of the mobile telephone's default set-up upon recognition of the user's fingerprint (see Col. 5, 
lines 20-27 and 65-67; and Col. 6, lines 1-7). 

Regarding claim 7, Tuomela further suggests the step of parents granting their children 
minimal user authorization upon recognition of the child's fingerprint (see Col. 5, lines 65-67 
and Col. 6, lines 1-7). 

Regarding claims 17 and 20, Tuomela discloses that any commercially available 
fingerprint recognition system can be incorporated and that available fingerprint recognition 
systems tend to use either capacitive sensors (as called for in claim 17) or optical sensors (as 
called for in claim 20). 

Regarding claims 18 and 19, Tuomela teaches that companies that supply fingerprint 
recognition systems include Veridicom, Inc. (see Col. 6, lines 47-50). Veridicom, Inc. released 
the FPS200, which is a silicon capacitive fingerprint sensor (as called for in claim 19), in July 
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2000. The FPS200 is a silicon chip and has a 256 x 300 semiconductor array (as called for in 
claim 18). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuomela et 
al. (US 6,792,287) as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Harif (US 2002/0133716). 

Regarding claims 8-10, as explained above in the rejection of claim 7, Tuomela teaches 
the step of parents granting their children minimal user authorization upon recognition of the 
child's fingerprint (see Col. 5, lines 65-67 and Col. 6, lines 1-7). Though Tuomela discloses that 
the method and invention can be incorporated in domestic appliances such as ovens (see Col. 6, 
lines 60-67), Tuomela is silent on the oven having a light and authorizing children to turn on the 
light as the minimal user authorization, as called for in claim 8. In the Office Action mailed on 
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09 May 2005, the examiner took Official Notice in item 10 that ovens having a light are well 
known. Since the applicant did not traverse the examiner's assertion of official notice, the "well 
known in the art" statement is taken to be admitted prior art. . Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Tuomela's method such that a child is granted authorization to turn on the oven's light because 
authorizing a child to turn on the oven's light enables the child to check the oven's contents 
without opening the door, thereby protecting the child. Tuomela, however, also fails to teach 
the step of authorizing a child to activate a temperature of the oven to 50-60° C for reheating 
prepared foods, as called for in claims 9 and 10. 

In an analogous art, Harif teaches an authentication system and method employing rule- 
based operations for controlling access and operation privileges for vehicles, buildings, homes, 
computers, equipment, etc. (see Sections [0010]-[0012], [0031], [0034], [0035], [0037], [0038], 
[0043], [0060]-[0063], and [0069]). Per Harif, when the authentication device is coupled to a 
stove/ oven, the unlocking of the front door with any key other than the parents' keys limits the 
operation of the stove and range to lower heating temperatures (see Section [0069]). Though 
Harif is silent on the range of lower heating temperatures, the examiner took Official Notice in 
the Office Action mailed on 09 May 2005 that it is well known that 50-60° C (122-140° F) is a 
suitable temperature range for reheating prepared foods. Since the applicant did not traverse 
the examiner's assertion of official notice, the "well known in the art" statement is taken to be 
admitted prior art. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Harif's method such that a child is granted authorization to 
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activate a temperature of the stove between 50-60° C because the temperature range is 
sufficiently high enough to reheat food but low enough to prevent food from burning and 
potentially causing fires. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Tuomela's method as taught by Harif because reheating 
prepared food is a relatively safe process and desirable in situations when the child is home 
alone. 

9. Claims 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuomela et 
al. (US 6,792,287) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Anzai et al. (US 6,271,745). 

Regarding claim 11-14, Tuomela's method lacks the steps of: (1) protecting the appliance 
against unintentional changes once an authorized user completes programming the appliance, 
as called for in claim 11; (2) authorizing changes of the appliance only after the occurrence of a 
new and subsequent identification of an authorized user, as called for in claim 12; (3) activating 
a childproofing function of the appliance by placement of a predetermined finger of an 
authorized user, as required in claim 13; and (4) deactivating the childproofing function of the 
appliance by reapplication of the predetermined finger of an authorized user, as required in 
claim 14. 

In an analogous art, Anzai teaches a method for inputting control information into a 
vehicle (see Fig. 1) that comprises: (a) door sensor 11, sensor 13, sensor 15, or sensor 39 sensing a 
user's fingerprint and providing a signal to central processing unit (CPU) 33 via fingerprint ID 
and match processor 29, wherein CPU 33 compares the sensed fingerprint to fingerprints stored 
in non-volatile memory 31 and gives a predetermined level of access if the sensed fingerprint 
matches to one of the stored user fingerprints (see Col. 3, lines 55-61; Col. 4, lines30-67; and Col. 
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5, lines 1-28); (b) CPU 33 assigning one of three categories (i.e., authorization levels), such as 
" owner", "driver", and "non-driver", to a user based on the user's fingerprint (see Col. 4, lines 
51-67; Col. 5, lines 1-28; and Col. 7, lines 42-67); and (c) fingerprint ID and match processor 29 
enabling an unknown user, such as a valet, to operate the vehicle while preventing access to the 
glove box or trunk (i.e., predetermined minimum range of operations) (see Col. 8, lines 24-30). 
Per Anzai, only an owner is authorized to enroll other individuals, delete individuals, or set up 
the system, and changes must be made in the menu mode (see Col. 7, lines 5-41), thereby 
preventing unintentional changes once an owner programs the vehicle and exits the menu 
mode, as called for in claim 11. In addition, Anzai teaches that a user in the "owner" category 
(hereinafter referred to as "owner") is able to prevent a non-driver (e.g., a child) from starting 
the vehicle (see Col. 6, lines 43-48). The processing of enrolling a child to have access to the 
interior of the vehicle without authorizing the child to operate the vehicle is understood to be 
childproofing. As shown in Fig. 7, childproofing begins once an owner is verified via door 
sensor 11 and inside the vehicle at step S31 (see Col. 5, lines 52-62 and Col. 7, lines 5-8). The 
owner pushes the menu button at step 33, causing the system to confirm that the vehicle is 
parked at step S35 and to prompt the owner to place a predetermined finger on sensor 39 at step 
S39 (see Col. 7, lines 10-12). The fingerprint is then scanned, and authorization level of the 
fingerprint is determined at step S43 (see Col. 7, lines 12-16). Step S43 is a new and subsequent 
identification of the owner since the owner was previously scanned and identified in order to 
access the interior of the vehicle; hence Anzai's method includes the step of an owner 
childproofing the vehicle (i.e., authorizing changes) only after (1) the placement of an owner's 
predetermined finger on sensor 39, as called for in claim 13, and (2) the occurrence of a new and 
subsequent identification of the owner, as called for in claims 12. When the child is old enough 
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to drive, the owner can deactivate the childproofing function, as called for in claim 14, by 
pushing the menu button (see Fig. 7, S33), reapplying a predetermined finger to sensor 39 (see 
Fig. 7, S39), selecting the option to view/ delete an enrolled user (see Fig. 8, S61), deleting the 
child (see Fig. 10), selecting the option to enroll a user (see Fig. 8, S57), and reenrolling the child 
as a driver (see Fig. 9, S79 and S85-S97). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Tuomela' s method as taught by Anzai because the steps of 
(1) protecting the appliance against unintentional changes once an authorized user completes 
programming the appliance, (2) authorizing changes of the appliance only after the occurrence 
of a new and subsequent identification of user, (3) activating a childproofing function of the 
appliance by placement of a predetermined finger of an authorized user, and (4) deactivating 
the childproofing function of the appliance by reapplication of the predetermined finger of an 
authorized user improve security by enabling a vehicle owner to determine authorized users 
and their authorization levels, enhance safety by enabling the vehicle owner to childproof the 
vehicle when necessary, and provide flexibility by enabling the vehicle owner to deactivate the 
childproofing when the child is old enough to drive (see Anzai, Col. 6, lines 43-48 and 64-67; 
and Col. 7, lines 15-19). 

10. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuomela et al. (US 
6,792,287) as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Harkin (US 6,628,810). 

Regarding claim 21, though Tuomela teaches that the fingerprint recognition is 
performed via an optical sensor (see Col. 6, lines 42-47), Tuomela is silent that the optical sensor 
performs the optical scanning via a couple charged device (CCD) chip. 
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In an analogous art, Harkin teaches that conventional optical fingerprint sensing devices 
require a prism, lenses, a light source, and a CCD chip (see Col. 1, lines 61-63). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Tuomela's optical sensor as taught by Harkin because an 
optical sensor comprising a CCD chip is conventional and therefore easy to acquire for 
incorporation into a fingerprint recognition system. 

11. Claims 29-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tuomela et 
al. (US 6,792,287) in view of Anzai et al. (US 6,271,745). 

Referring to claims 29-31, Tuomela's fingerprint recognition system 12 (i.e., device), as 
shown in Fig. 2, resides in a household appliance, such as an oven (see Col. 6, lines 60-67), and 
comprises: (a) image sensor for scanning a fingerprint and providing an analog output, 
converter 16 for digitizing the analog output, and processor 18 for extracting predetermined 
features of the fingerprint and providing an output signal (see Col. 3, lines 1-16); (b) processor 
20 for receiving the output signal and performing the fingerprint matching process based on the 
output signal (see Col. 3, lines 33-41); (c) memory 22 connected to processors 18 and 20 for 
associating/ assigning a user profile, which represents a user's authorization level, to the 
identified user (see Col. 3, lines 26-32; Col. 5, lines 65-67; and Col. 6, lines 1-7); and (d) processor 
20 preventing an unknown or identified user from operating the appliance and/or accessing 
information stored in memory 22 (see Col. 5, lines 8-12 and 65-67; and Col. 6, lines 1-7). 
Tuomela, however, fails to specifically teach that memory 22 has a hierarchical structure (as 
called for in claim 29 and in the first limitations of claims 30 and 31) for associating a respective 
user to one of several user levels (as called for in claim 30) and that processor 20 assigns a 
respective user to a user level (as called for in claim 31). 
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In an analogous art, as explained above in the rejection of claims 11-14, Anzai's device, 
as shown in Fig. 1, comprises: (a) door sensor 11, passenger sensor 13, trunk sensor 15, sensor 
39, and fingerprint ID and match processor 29 for reading a user's fingerprint and for supplying 
an output signal (see Col. 3, lines 55-61 and Col 4, lines 30-37); (b) control unit 1 having central 
processing unit (CPU) 33 for receiving processor 29 's output signal and identifying the user 
based upon the output signal (see Col. 4, lines 37-39); (c) non-volatile memory 31, which is 
connected to sensors 11, 13, 15, and 39 via CPU 33 and interface unit 35, having a structure for 
associating an authorized level of access with each stored fingerprint (see Col. 5, lines 21-28); 
and (d) CPU 33 enabling a predetermined minimu^i range of functions when the vehicle is 
operated by a valet (i.e., an unknown user) (see Col. 8, lines 17-33). Because Anzai's CPU 33 is 
able to identify a user and the user's authorization level based on his/her fingerprint (see Col. 5, 
lines 21-38; Col. 6, lines 36-48; and Col. 7, lines 42-45), non-volatile memory 31 must have a 
hierarchical structure for associating an authorized level of access (i.e., user level) with each 
stored fingerprint, as called for in claims 29 and 30). Per Anzai, a user with an "owner" level of 
access can assign one of three authorization levels to a respective user via dashboard unit 3 (see 
Col. 4, lines 40-45; Col. 6, lines 61-67; and Col. 7, lines 1-4 and 42-45); thus CPU 33 assigns a user 
level to a respective user, as called for in claim 31, based on the enrollment information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Tuomela's memory 22 as taught by Anzai because a 
hierarchical structure for storing authorization levels and the range of functions for each 
authorization level eliminates the need for a user to create a user profile via processor 20 for 
each authorized user of the oven, thereby making the device easy to use. 
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Regarding claim 32, Tuomela teaches that in addition to storing a user's authorization 
level within a user profile, a user's preferences (i.e., supplementary information) are also stored 
in the user profile (see Col. 5, lines 8-12, 20-34, and 65-67; and Col. 6, lines 1-7). 

Regarding claim 33 and 34, Tuomela teaches that processor 20 transmits control 
information to other devices, such as the mobile telephone's ringer and dialer (see Col. 5, lines 
16-27 and Col. 6, lines 1-6), when fingerprint recognition system 12 is incorporated in a mobile 
telephone. Because processor 20 and the devices are all within the mobile telephone, processor 
20 and the device must be connected via a local network. Tuomela discloses that fingerprint 
recognition system 12 can be incorporated in ovens (see Col. 6, lines 60-67); thus it is understood 
that processor 20 is connected to other devices within the oven (e.g., the temperature control or 
the light), as called for in claim 33, via a local network, as called for in claim 34, when 
fingerprint recognition system 12 is incorporated in an oven. 

Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clara Yang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 7:00 PM, Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Horabik can be reached on (571) 272-3068. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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